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Although previous studies have examined the peer status 
of gifted students in upper elementary grades, very little 
is known about the social status and peer acceptance of 
gifted children in the lower elementary grades (k-3). In 
the present study, the researcher compared the peer status 
of teacher nominated gifted kindergarten children to that of 
their non-gifted classmates on measures of peer acceptance 
and social status. Also compared was the peer status of 
gifted children in the lower elementary grades (1-3) within 
the regular classroom and an enrichment classroom on 
measures of peer acceptance and social status. Results 
indicate that gifted kindergartners were more accepted and 
more popular than non-gifted classmates. Also, male 
kindergarten students tended to be less accepted and more 
rejected than females. There were no significant findings 
for the ungraded primary classrooms, although there were 
vii 
patterns in the data which suggested that younger gifted 
children may be more rejected than older gifted children. 
Future studies should explore this question with a larger 
sample. 
Chapter I 
Introduction 
History 
The public has viewed the social status of gifted 
children both positively and negatively. In the early 
1900's, gifted children were described as social misfits; 
they were thought to have few friends and were considered 
unpopular (Gallagher, 1975). Terman was the first to refute 
these charges in his longitudinal studies of children with 
IQ's above 140, studies which he began in the 1920's. He 
found that in addition to being intellectually superior, 
gifted children had more quality friendships and were 
physically and emotionally healthier than their same age 
peers (Gallagher, 1975). However, others have concluded 
that some gifted children, as in all populations, have 
adjustment problems or, perhaps, unpopular social standing 
(Austin & Draper, 1981; Cornell, 1990; Dauber & Benbow, 
1990), and that these groups should be targeted for help. 
Although most studies report that gifted children are 
usually well-adjusted, Cornell (1990) found that the gifted 
students he studied were not without problems; there were 
some in the group who were unpopular with their peers. It is 
important to identify those who have an unfavorable social 
1 
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status because there is a large body of evidence that 
supports the importance of peer relations in the 
psychological adjustment of children, adolescents, and 
adults (Asher & Hymel, 1981; Kennedy, 1988; Parker & Asher, 
1987). 
Parker and Asher (1987) reported that poor social 
status in early childhood was a significant predictor of 
later juvenile or adult criminality. Kennedy (1988) 
supported the Parker and Asher findings and added that 
children who fall into the "rejected" category are more 
likely than children who are "neglected" or "popular" to 
maintain this unfavorable status. However, as compared to 
the "rejected" group whose status is predictive of problems 
later in life, children's status in the "neglected" category 
was less stable over time and less predictive of 
maladjustment. The measurement of these social status types 
is discussed below. 
Measuring Peer Status 
Peer status in school children can be assessed in many 
ways; one frequently used method is the social status types 
developed by Coie, Dodge, and Coppotelli (1982). This 
measure helps delineate "popular," "rejected," "average," 
"neglected," and "controversial" social types. Children are 
asked to nominate three children they "like most" and three 
children they "like least." In a variant of this model, 
Asher and Dodge (1986), in addition to the "like most" and 
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"like least" nomination questions, had children rate their 
classmates from 1 (like least) to 5 (like most), and used 
the 1 or "liked least" ratings as negative nominations. 
They found that 1 ratings correlated positively with 
negative nominations, indicating that when a rating measure 
is also used, negative nominations do not need to be 
administered to identify rejected children accurately (Asher 
& Dodge, 1986). 
Standard scores (z scores) are calculated from student 
nominations for "liked most" and "liked least" items and 
these are used to calculate social preference and social 
impact scores. Social preference ("liked most" nominations 
minus "liked least" nominations) refers to how much children 
are liked or disliked, and social impact ("liked most" 
nominations plus "liked least" nominations) indicates how 
much children are noticed by others. Social preference and 
social impact scores are then used to delineate the four 
extreme social groups of popular, rejected, neglected, and 
controversial. Popular children receive a social preference 
z-score greater than 1.0, a "liked most" z-score greater 
than 0, and a "liked least" z-score less than 0. Rejected 
children receive a social preference z-score of less than 
-1.0, a "liked least" z-score greater than 0, and a "liked 
most" z-score less than 0. Neglected children have a social 
impact z-score less than -1.0 and an absolute "liked most" 
z-score of 0. Controversial children are those who have a 
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social impact z-score greater than 1.0 and "liked most" and 
"liked least" z-scores each greater than 0. Average 
children are those children who receive a social preference 
z-score greater than -.5 and less than +.5 (Coie et al., 
1982) . 
Sociometric techniques can be used reliably with 
children as young as preschool age (e.g., Asher, Singleton, 
Tinsley, & Hymel, 1979). In addition, Asher and Dodge's 
(1986) nomination and rating measure has yielded reliable 
results with 5 and 6 year olds (e.g., Musun-Miller, 1990; 
Cassidy & Asher, 1992; Olson & Lifgren, 1988). 
For example, Cassidy and Asher (1992) examined the 
social status of very young children (ages 5 and 6). They 
also wanted to know whether these children understood the 
concept of loneliness. The participants in the study 
included 452 children ages 5-7. They were administered 
Asher and Dodge's (1986) nomination and rating scale 
procedure. To measure the children's understanding of 
loneliness, they were first asked what loneliness meant to 
them. Ninety-three percent of the children gave responses 
indicating they understood the meaning of loneliness. These 
children were then given the Loneliness and Social 
Dissatisfaction Questionnaire (Asher, Hymel, & Renshaw, 
1984). Rejected children were significantly more lonely 
than any other group, indicating that children of this age 
are already showing signs of potential problems. 
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Literature Review 
The literature review consists of two main topics: a 
review of the literature on the social status of gifted 
children in the regular classroom and a review of the 
literature on gifted children in enrichment programs. The 
reviews of the literature on gifted children in regular 
classrooms and in enrichment programs each will include 
sections on self-report measures of children's social self-
concepts and sections on peer assessments of gifted 
children. 
Gifted Children in Regular Classrooms 
Self Report Measures. Most work with gifted children 
in social relationships has dealt with their status in 
relation to same age peers. Relatively few studies have 
compared the social development of gifted children with 
older children, who may be closer to the gifted child's 
mental age. Lehman and Erdwins (19 81) compared gifted third 
graders with two groups: average ability third grade and 
average ability sixth grade students. Forty-eight students 
(16 gifted) were given the California Test of Personality-
Form AA (Thorpe, Clark, & Tiegs, 1953)and the Children's 
Social Attitude and Value Scales (Solomon, Kendall, & 
Oberlander, 197 6). 
Results indicated that gifted third graders as a group 
were indeed socially well-adjusted. Moreover, the gifted 
group scored higher and differed less in social adjustment 
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from their mental age peers than from their chronological 
age peers. Differences between the gifted children and the 
other two groups were found on several scales of the two 
instruments, and in school relationships. Gifted children 
scored higher, indicating more positive adjustment than 
their chronological peers, on scales of personal worth and 
social skills; higher than mental age peers on assertion 
responsibility, cooperation, and positive family 
relationships; and higher than both groups on personal 
freedom. Furthermore, the gifted children were found to be 
less aggressive and destructive than same age mates (Lehman 
& Erdwins, 1981). 
Abroms and Gollin (1980) examined the social skills of 
20 gifted 3 year olds (mean IQ=134). They administered the 
Borke Interpersonal Awareness Test (Borke, 1971) as a 
measure of affective perspective taking, the Slosson 
Intelligence Test (Steward & Jones, 1976) as a measure of 
cognitive ability, and the Preschool Social Observation 
Measures (Gottman, 1977) to measure prosocial behaviors 
among gifted preschoolers. Results indicated that IQ, 
rather than social cognitive role taking, was the most 
effective predictor of prosocial behaviors among these 
children (Abroms & Gollin, 1980). 
Studies of kindergartners (Scott & Bryant, 1978), 
elementary, and high school students (Cornell, Pelton, 
Bassin, Landrum, Ramsay, Cooley, Lynch, & Hamrick, 1990) 
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have reported similar results. However, those who have 
studied extremely gifted children (IQ=130+), and examined 
them separately from moderately gifted children (IQ=115-
130), report that these highly gifted students may have a 
higher incidence of social and emotional problems (Dauber & 
Benbow, 1990). 
Dauber and Benbow (1990) administered a questionnaire 
with items addressing social activity and peer group 
standing to extremely gifted children (IQ's of 130 and 
above) and to moderately gifted children (IQ's of 115-130). 
The study included 340 extremely gifted and 111 moderately 
gifted 13 year old children. 
Dauber & Benbow reported that moderately gifted 
children had a more favorable personality and peer 
acceptance profile than extremely gifted children. Verbally 
talented youth (both highly and moderately gifted) had the 
lowest scores on "feeling of importance" and "social 
standing," whereas those with high mathematical talent (both 
highly and moderately gifted) had much greater self-esteem. 
The moderately gifted children also rated themselves as more 
extraverted than did extremely gifted children. Moreover, 
significant differences were found favoring the moderately 
gifted on measures of popularity with peers and athletic 
self-concejt. They concluded that all three comparisons 
favored the moderately gifted groups: in "popularity," 
"social activity," and "membership in the leading crowd" 
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(Dauber & Benbow, 1990, pg.12). 
The group of self-report studies have indicated that 
gifted children within the regular classroom rate themselves 
high on such things as social skills, self-esteem and 
popularity (Austin & Draper, 1991; Lehman & Erdwins, 1991). 
However, most studies do not divide the gifted children into 
the moderately and extremely gifted groups. These gifted 
subgroups appear to differ in self-reported peer relations. 
Further research is needed to establish whether this finding 
can be replicated. In the next section peer assessment 
measures in the regular classroom will be reviewed, focusing 
on the peer status of gifted children in these settings. 
Peer Assessment Measures. Peer status has been 
examined in a number of settings and with many populations; 
however, only a few studies have examined peer status of 
students identified as gifted. Luftig and Nichols (1990) 
used the Coie et al. (1982) sociometric technique to measure 
gifted children's peer status within the regular classroom. 
Four hundred ninety-six children from grades 4-8 
participated in the study. Thirteen percent were gifted and 
attended a pull-out enrichment program for a brief period 
during the school day, but spent most of their time with 
same-age peers in the regular classroom. 
Classes were given six questions and asked to nominate 
three children who would best fit each question. Questions 
measured social interactions, for example, "who would you 
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like to eat lunch with?" and "who would you like to have 
over to your house?" Composite scores for popular ("liked 
most")and unpopular ("liked least") status were calculated 
by adding up the nominations for each item as described 
earlier. 
Social impact and social preference scores were 
calculated to determine social status types for all gifted 
children. Significant differences were found in two areas: 
gifted boys were "liked most" in the regular classroom, and 
gifted girls were "liked least." Also, non-gifted girls 
were significantly more popular than gifted girls. 
These results imply that gifted children in grades 4-8 
may have some differences socially in the regular classroom 
in that gifted boys were more popular than all other groups 
and non-gifted girls were significantly more popular than 
gifted girls (Luftig & Nichols, 1990). Although the 
population of gifted students assessed was small, it does 
offer insight into the question of whether gifted children 
are at risk socially. The social status of gifted children 
in lower elementary grades has not been studied, and it is 
not known whether the patterns reported for 4th and 8th 
graders would be present in younger children. 
The next section includes the literature review on 
gifted children attending enrichment programs. First, self-
report measures of self-concepts of gifted children will be 
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examined; then the literature on peer measures will be 
reviewed. 
Gifted Children Attending Enrichment Programs 
Self Report Measures. Cornell (1990) studied high 
ability students from grades 5-11 at a summer enrichment 
program at a university in the southeast. After determining 
students' peer status, Cornell examined four factors to 
better understand the causes of unpopularity among these 
students: (a)student academic achievement and ability, 
(b)family social status, (c)self-report measures of student 
self-concept and teacher ratings of self-esteem, and 
(d)measures of emotional maturity and freedom from anxiety. 
Academic achievement and ability were taken from school 
records. Family social status was obtained through a parent 
questionnaire. Self-concept was assessed using the 
Harter(1982) self-report questionnaire which asked questions 
relating to the following areas of self-concept: academic, 
social, physical, and athletic. Teacher ratings of academic 
self-concept were also obtained. The Emotional Autonomy 
Scale (Steinberg & Silverberg, 1986) and the Children's 
Manifest Anxiety Scale (Reynolds & Richmond, 1985) were also 
administered. Cornell found that unpopular students 
differed from average and popular students in three areas: 
family status, social self-concept, and academic self 
esteem. Teachers rated unpopular students low in academic 
self-concept, indicating that they had little initiative and 
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may have had inappropriate social responses. No differences 
were reported on measures of achievement, emotional 
autonomy, or anxiety (Cornell, 1990). 
Coleman and Cross (1988) examined how students 
attending an all male Governor's school in Tennessee 
experienced giftedness as a social handicap. They focused 
on how aware gifted children were of their status and how 
they coped with this status. The authors viewed giftedness 
as being a social handicap if the boys were affected in any 
way (emotionally or physically), that is, if a child even 
felt that others thought of him differently than they did 
others, then these feelings would cause interference in 
social interactions. They administered an open-ended 
interview twice, at three week intervals, to the 15 
adolescents (ages 15-17). Questions were selected so that 
each person could discuss their individual experiences. Two 
raters examined the interviews, and a third naive rater also 
summarized the interviews. The corroborating summaries were 
then used for analysis (Coleman & Cross, 1988). 
Coleman and Cross (1988) reported that the students 
attending the Governor's school described themselves in 
neutral statements, usually in terms of their academic 
functioning. These students did not seem to feel different 
from average children in regular schools, but 87% did feel 
that those children saw them as different. When asked if 
cliques appeared in their school similar to their local high 
12 
school, they replied that such groups did not exist at the 
Governor's school, indicating they felt less social pressure 
there. Two-thirds of the children considered themselves 
more mature and intellectually inclined compared to average 
age peers. When asked what they would be like in their 
"dream school," many reported they would have more positive 
social features, such as being more outgoing and social, 
indicating they would feel more at ease, or that they could 
be "natural" (Coleman & Cross, 1988). 
The research on gifted children (grades 5-11) attending 
enrichment programs describes unpopular gifted children as 
having lower self-concepts on self report measures. Next, 
the literature review will focus on peer assessment along 
with self-report measures. 
Peer Assessment and Self-Report Measures. Cornell et 
al. (1990) studied the relationship between self-concept and 
peer status among gifted children in the same summer 
enrichment program mentioned above. The children (grades 5-
11), lived in dormitories in groups of 7-9 students. 
Throughout the day, they also participated with others in 
classroom activities. Nominations from the classrooms and 
the dorm groups were taken to determine peer status, along 
with teacher ratings of predicted student social status. 
The Harter's Self Perception Profile for Children 
(1982) was administered to determine the students' self-
concepts in the areas of academics, social competence, 
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athletic competence, and physical appearance. The 
researchers reported that correlations between athletic 
self-concept and social self-concept were higher for boys 
than girls. There were also significant correlations for 
preadolescent boys between class peer status (nominations 
within a classroom setting) and social and athletic self-
concepts, and between group peer status (status among those 
children staying in the same rooms) and social, athletic, 
and physical appearance self-concepts. For adolescent males 
the results were the same except for a significant 
correlation between classroom and physical appearance self-
concept. Preadolescent girls had significant correlations 
between both activity group, classroom peer status, and 
social self-concept. 
These results indicate the significant role of self-
concept in peer status ratings. Social self-concept 
correlated highly with peer status for all children, whereas 
academic self-concept was significantly correlated only with 
the peer status of adolescent girls. Also, athletic and 
physical appearance self-concepts were significantly 
correlated with peer status for boys only. These results 
indicated that a gifted child's view of him/her self was 
moderately correlated with how others saw him or her 
(Cornell et al., 1990). 
Most research on the young gifted population has 
focused predominantly on white children. In one study, 
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Cooley, Cornell, and Lee (1991), conducted research 
examining differences in peer acceptance and self-concepts 
of black gifted vs white gifted children (ages 9 to 15). 
Thirty-five black children in a summer enrichment program 
were matched with three different groups of 35 white 
children. The measures studied were achievement, social 
status, prior experiences in gifted programs, self-concept, 
peer status, and teacher ratings of children's behavior. 
Results indicated that when comparing the first group 
of white students with their black counterparts, the white 
students scored significantly higher in achievement and 
parental occupation and educational scales. However, self-
concept and academic self-esteem variables were not 
significantly different. These findings were replicated for 
the other two groups. Teachers also observed high self-
concepts for all groups. Only the first group reported 
significantly higher peer acceptance for black students, 
which when controlling for achievement and social status was 
nonsignificant. This study indicated that high ability 
black students had no significant problems in a 
predominantly white summer enrichment program (Cooley et. 
al, 1991). 
The research on gifted children in enrichment programs 
(grades 5-11) describes gifted children (white and black), 
who have high self-concepts, as also having higher peer 
acceptance among their classmates. Research in this area 
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has also described unpopular gifted children as having 
poorer self-concepts and lower teacher ratings of academic 
self-concept, although their achievement and anxiety 
concepts were commensurate with other gifted children. 
Summary and Conclusions 
Data on gifted preschool children have shown that IQ, 
rather than social cognitive role taking, was a better 
predictor of prosocial behaviors such as sharing, helping, 
reacting to distress, and physical affection (Abroms & 
Gollin, 1980). These prosocial behaviors would be likely to 
contribute to peer acceptance, but no data were reported on 
peer relations in this study. Other studies have shown that 
sociometric techniques can be used reliably with preschool 
age children to obtain measures of their social status and 
peer acceptance (e.g., Musun-Miller, 1990). However, no 
data on gifted preschool children's social status and peer 
acceptance was found reported in the literature. 
The research on the social status and peer acceptance 
of kindergarten children describes unpopular kindergartners 
as feeling more lonely than popular or average classmates 
(Cassidy & Asher, 1992). Although the data on gifted 
kindergarten children's social status and peer acceptance 
describes gifted kindergarten children as having higher 
self-concepts than their same age peers, research has not 
identified whether gifted kindergarten children have higher 
social status or peer acceptance rates than their same age 
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nongifted peers (Scott & Bryant, 1978). There is more 
research on the social status and peer acceptance of gifted 
children in upper elementary grades (3-11) than there is on 
gifted children in the the lower elementary grades (k-3). 
The data on gifted children's self-concepts (grades 3-11) 
indicate that gifted children with high self-concepts tend 
to have higher social status and peer acceptance than gifted 
children with low self-concepts. This higher social status 
and peer acceptance was the case for regular classrooms and 
enrichment programs (Lehman & Erdwins, 1981; Luftig & 
Nichols, 1990; Cornell et al., 1990; & Cooley, et al., 
1991) . 
Data on gifted children in regular classrooms (grades 
4-8) describe differences between the peer acceptance of 
gifted boys and gifted girls. Results implied that gifted 
boys were more popular than all other groups and that 
non-gifted girls were significantly more popular than gifted 
girls (Luftig & Nichols, 1990). 
Research on the social status of gifted children in 
enrichment programs (grades 5-11) indicates that unpopular 
gifted children tend to have lower self-concepts and lower 
teacher ratings of academic self-concepts. Studies have 
also examined differences in peer acceptance of black gifted 
and white gifted children. Results indicate that gifted 
black children in enrichment programs maintained the same 
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high peer acceptance as white gifted children (Cooley et 
al., 1991). 
Very little is known about the social status and peer 
acceptance of gifted children in the lower elementary grades 
(k-3). Also, no research to date has studied the social 
status and peer acceptance of the same gifted children 
across two different settings (the regular classroom and an 
enrichment program). Therefore, the present study reviewed 
the peer status and peer acceptance of gifted children in 
these age groups. 
The social status and peer acceptance of gifted 
kindergarten students were compared to that of their non-
gifted classmates. The social status and peer acceptance of 
lower elementary gifted students were studied in the regular 
classrooms, as well as in an enrichment program. Both the 
regular elementary classrooms and the enrichment classrooms 
were multi-age. The mixed age classrooms represented 2 or 3 
grade levels. 
Very few studies have been conducted on these multi-age 
classrooms. Lemerise, Scott, and Turner (1995) showed that 
age relative to classmates influenced peer acceptance and 
social preference in multi-age classrooms. They reported 
that children who were young relative to their classmates 
were more likely to be rejected and/or neglected and less 
likely to be popular than were children who were "average" 
and "older" in age relative to classmates. Therefore, it is 
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hypothesized that the older gifted students in both settings 
will retain a higher social status than younger gifted 
students within all classrooms and across settings. 
Few studies have examined gender differences in peer 
status among gifted primary age children. It is 
hypothesized that gifted males will retain a higher social 
status than gifted females, since past research has shown 
that gifted males have enjoyed a higher social status in 
both settings with older age groups (Cornell et.al, 1990; 
Luftig & Nichols, 1990). 
No research has been found on the social status and 
peer acceptance of very young gifted children (ages 5 and 6) 
in the classroom, even though past research has indicated 
the need to identify children who are at risk of developing 
social problems (Cassidy & Asher, 1992). It is hypothesized 
that gifted children in kindergarten classes will have 
higher social standing within the regular classroom than 
same age peers, based on previous research on older 
children. 
Chapter II 
Method 
Participants 
Six hundred thirteen children from 8 kindergarten 
classes (N=161) and 22 ungraded primary classes (N=452) 
representing two school districts in Kentucky were studied. 
The ungraded primary classes had either two or three grade 
levels represented. Eighty-two percent of these children 
(N=500) participated in the sociometric screening; class 
participation ranged from 65% to 100%. All classmates were 
rated. Forty-six of the children from the ungraded primary 
classes attended a Saturday enrichment program at a regional 
University (see below). Forty of the kindergarten children 
were considered gifted by their classroom teachers (see 
below). 
The Saturday enrichment program was for children from 
6-12 years and consisted of approximately 20 classes 
including such topics as math, photography, and science. 
Children could choose the classes they were most interested 
in and were placed on a first come basis. Twelve Saturday 
enrichment classes were used in this study. The classes 
were selected because they contained children who were 
administered the peer status instrument in the local schools. 
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The students were admitted to the Saturday enrichment 
program under at least one of the following conditions: (a) 
student had shown high interest/achievement in one or more 
of the content areas, (b) student had an IQ score of 120 or 
above, (c) student had a score at or above the 9 0th 
percentile on the total battery or at or above the 95th 
percentile on the total mathematics or language/reading 
section of the most recent achievement test, (d) student had 
been identified for services as a gifted child, or (e) 
student had received a distinguished or proficient rating 
on one section of the KERA performance assessment. All 
students had to be nominated by a teacher, counselor, or 
principal. 
Forty kindergarteners were studied in the regular 
classroom only. These children were rated by their teacher 
on a scale from 1-5, which indicated the degree of ability 
for each student in the classroom. The rating scale was as 
follows: a "1" rating was for those students with below 
average ability; a "2" rating was for those students with 
low average ability; a "3" rating was for those students 
with average ability; a "4" rating was for those students 
with high average ability; and a "5" rating was for those 
students with above average ability. The teachers rated 
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each student in their classroom using this scale. Only 
those children who received a score of 5 were considered 
gifted. The remaining children will be referred to as 
non-gifted. 
Materials 
Kindergarten Interviews. Polaroid photographs were 
taken of the participants in the kindergarten classes. The 
child's name and sociometric ID number were written at the 
bottom of the photograph. Children rated their classmates 
using a 3 point rating scale which was made up of three 
identical boxes that had holes cut out of the tops so that 
children could place the photographs in the opening. Each 
box had a smiling face on it. The first box had a face with 
a big smile. The second box had a medium sized smile. The 
last box had a little smile on it (Asher et al, 1979). A 
prepared answer sheet was used by the interviewer to record 
the child's responses. This sheet had places for the 
child's name, age, interviewer, and date of interview. A 
list including each student in the classroom and their code 
numbers was used for the ratings. At the bottom of the 
sheet were the blanks for the four nomination questions and 
the question "What do you want to be when you grow up?" 
First/Second Grade Interviews. Hand printed name tags 
were used as stimuli. The tags were block printed with each 
classmate's first name and last initial; the sociometric ID 
number was in the upper right hand corner. Five point 
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rating scales consisting of a bar graph labeled with five 
faces (sad to happy), and numbers (1-5) were also used (see 
Figure 1). The prepared answer sheet described above was 
used to record responses. 
Second/Third Grade Interviews. Each child received 
three prepared sheets: (a) a 5 point rating scale (see 
Figure 1); (b) a typed class roster which contained code 
numbers and names for each child as well as a place to 
record the rating by circling 1-5; and (c) a nomination 
answer sheet. 
Procedure 
Kindergarten Sociometric Interview. The children were 
introduced to the experimenter. The experimenter then 
explained to each child that his/her parents had given the 
experimenter permission to talk with the child. The 
experimenter discussed the reasons that children should keep 
the interview confidential (so as not to hurt other 
classmates' feelings), and also told the children that they 
could talk about the interview with their parents, if they 
wished. 
Students were then shown how the boxes would be used 
and were quizzed to make sure they understood the task. The 
box with the little smile was for classmates the children 
only liked to play with a little bit, or not at all. The 
box with the medium smile was for classmates the children 
liked to play with "kinda" or "in the middle." The box with 
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the big smile was for the classmates the children liked to 
play with the very best of all. The experimenter asked the 
children to look at the photographs of their classmates, 
which were shown to them one at a time, and say who the 
child in the photograph was. They were then asked to place 
the photograph in the box that showed how much they liked to 
play with each child. This procedure was repeated until the 
child rated each classmate. The ratings were recorded on a 
prepared answer sheet. After completing the ratings, the 
boxes were put away. 
For the nomination questions the experimenter then 
spread out the photographs on the table so the children 
could pick from them. The children were asked the following 
nomination questions: (a) Who are the three children you 
like to play with the very best of all? (b) Who are the 
three children who fight, say and do mean things to others, 
or push/hit others? (c) Who are the three children who are 
shy; they don't talk or play with other children very much? 
and (d) Who are the three children who are the easiest to 
get along with? The children picked up to three classmates 
for each of the four nomination questions, and the 
experimenter recorded the code numbers while repeating the 
name the children gave them. If a child picked him/herself, 
another nomination was taken. Finally, in order to leave 
the child on a positive note, the examiner asked what they 
wanted to be when they grew up. Children were thanked for 
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their participation and reminded to keep the interview 
confidential so as not to hurt classmate's feelings. 
Individual Sociometric Interview. The children were 
introduced to the examiner and confidentiality was 
explained. The rating scale (see Figure 1) was placed in 
front of the children, and the examiner explained how it was 
to be used: "The bottom step has a very sad face and a "1" 
on it; it is for something or someone that we like a whole 
lot less than others. As we go up the steps on the scale, 
we add liking so that each step is more liking than the one 
before it. At the top step, the one with the very happy 
face and the number '5' is something or someone we like the 
most of all. The middle step (the one with the face that is 
neither happy or sad and a number 13') is for something or 
someone we like about in the middle or "more than some but 
not as much as others." The children then practiced using 
the scale until the experimenter determined that the scale 
was understood well enough to proceed with the interviews. 
The children looked at each name tag one at a time, 
read the name, and indicated how much they liked to play 
with that classmate using the rating scale. The examiner 
recorded responses on a prepared sheet. After removing the 
scale, the examiner spread out all the name tags on a table 
so that the children could pick three classmates for each of 
the four nomination questions, as described above. The 
questions were asked one at a time and each question was 
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explained by the examiner. Again, the examiner recorded the 
code numbers on a prepared sheet. 
Lastly, the examiner asked the children what they 
wanted to be when they grew up and recorded it on the 
prepared sheet. The examiner thanked the children for their 
participation and again reminded them of the need for 
confidentiality. 
Group Sociometric Interview. Three or four adults were 
needed for each group interview, one to lead the group and 
the others to circulate to help children who needed it. 
Those children who did not have permission were given other 
activities. Children were told to create a test-like 
barrier around their work area. The leader then introduced 
herself and her helpers before discussing confidentiality. 
Next the rating scale was taught and practiced. The 
children were asked to look at the scale. The interviewer 
explained the steps as above. The interviewer then had the 
class discuss their favorite foods and least favorite foods 
to illustrate the use of the scale and that everyone has 
different opinions. 
The children were then asked to retrieve the sheet with 
all their classmate's names and were asked to find their own 
name and "secret code" number, which they wrote on the top 
of the page. After receiving instructions from the 
interviewer, the children rated their classmates on how much 
they liked playing with each child using the class roster 
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and rating scale. The children were asked to go down the 
list and circle one number between 1 and 5 for each 
classmate, to indicate the degree of liking. They were 
asked to circle a number for all children, including 
themselves. The children were instructed to raise their 
hands when finished. An adult came by and checked to be 
sure that all classmates had been rated. The adult then 
removed the rating scale from the children's desks and 
helped set up the materials for the nominations. 
The children were asked to nominate three classmates as 
answers to the four nomination questions mentioned 
previously. These questions were asked one at a time and 
were explained by the leader before the children marked 
their answers. Answers were recorded on a prepared answer 
sheet using the code numbers from the class list. 
At the end of the measure, the children were asked what 
they wanted to be when they grew up and recorded it at the 
bottom of the nomination sheet, asking for help, if needed. 
Before being dismissed the children were thanked for their 
participation and reminded of the need for confidentiality. 
Chapter III 
Results 
Deriving sociometric variables 
Peer Acceptance. Peer acceptance was calculated for 
all participants by using the mean of the ratings 
(standardized within classroom as z-scores) of each 
participant by their classmates (Asher & Dodge, 1986). 
Peer Social Status. Social preference and social impact 
scores were derived using the method of Coie et al. (19 82) 
as modified by Asher and Dodge (1986). For the social 
preference scores a "liked most" (LM) score was calculated 
by tallying the number of "like most" nominations for each 
child and standardizing these scores within each classroom 
using z-scores. Next, a "liked least" (LL) score was 
tallied, calculated and standardized using the number of "1" 
ratings for each child in each classroom (Asher & Dodge, 
1986). Social preference scores were calculated by the 
following formula: "liked most" z-score minus "liked least" 
z-score. The social impact score was calculated using the 
following formula: "liked most" z-score plus "liked least" 
z-score (Asher & Dodge, 1986). 
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Children were then identified by their placement into 
one of five peer status groups: popular, rejected, 
neglected, controversial, and average. Popular children 
were those with a standardized social preference score 
greater than 1, a standardized "liked most" score greater 
than 0, and a standardized "liked least" score less than 0. 
Rejected children had a standardized social preference score 
less than -1, a standardized "liked most" score less than 0, 
and a standardized "liked least" score greater than 0. 
Neglected children had a standardized social impact score 
less than -1 and an absolute "liked most" score of 0. 
Controversial children had a standardized social impact 
score greater than 1 and standardized "liked most" and 
"liked least" scores greater than 0. Those children whose 
social preference scores were between -0.5 and 0.5 were 
classified as average. Subjects not fitting any of the 
above criteria were determined to be unclassifiable (Coie et 
al., 1982). Children in both the Saturday enrichment 
program and the regular classroom had two peer status 
classifications, one for each setting. 
Behavior Nominations. Children were asked three 
behavior nomination questions: (1) Who are the three 
children who fight, say mean things to other kids, or push 
and hit other kids; (2) Who are the three children who are 
shy; they don't talk or play with other kids very much; and 
(3) Who are the three children who are the easiest to get 
29 
along with. The nominations received by each child for each 
question were tallied and standardized within classroom 
using z-scores to obtain measures of aggression, social 
withdrawal, and social competence relative to classmates. 
Age Relative to Classmates. The exact age of each 
participant was calculated (years, months, and days). Next, 
age was standardized within each classroom (z scores) to 
obtain a measure of age relative to classmates. The 
following relative age groups were defined using the z 
scores; 1) Younger: relative age <-.5, 2) Average: relative 
age >-.5 and <+.5, 3) Older: relative age >+.5 (Lemerise et 
al., 1995). 
Overview of Statistical Analyses. 
Analyses of data from the kindergarten sample tested 
whether gender or gifted status influenced peer relations 
and/or peer-nominated social behavior. Analyses of data 
from the ungraded primary sample examined the effects of 
gender and age relative to classmates on peer relations in 
the regular classroom and in the enrichment program. 
Multivariate analyses of variance were used for 
continuous dependent variables (e.g., social perference, 
behavior nomination scores), and chi square analyses were 
used for social status category data in both samples. 
Results are presented for kindergartners and ungraded 
primary students below. 
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Kindergarten. 
A 2 (gender) X 2 (gifted status) between subjects 
MANOVA was performed with peer acceptance, social impact, 
social preference, "fight" nominations, "shy" nominations, 
and "gets along" nominations as dependent variables. A 
significant main effect of gender was found, F(6,150) = 
3.213, p<.005. There was also a significant main effect of 
gifted status, F(6, 150) = 3.986, pc.001. There is no 
significant interaction between gender and gifted status. 
Univariate analyses were then performed to determine gender 
and gifted status differences. Results of these analyses 
are presented below. 
Effects of Gender. Results indicated that in 
kindergarten, males were less accepted than females as 
defined by peer acceptance (mean sociometric rating), 
F(l,158) = 18.015, p<.01, and by social preference, 
F (1,158) = 15.721, pc.01. Females were less likely than 
males to be nominated for "fighting," F(1,158) = 24.979, 
E<.01. There were no significant differences for "shy" 
nominations, "gets along" nominations, or for social impact. 
Means and standard deviations are presented in Table 1. 
The effect of gender on the distributions of the 
kindergartners into social status categories (Coie et al., 
1982) was examined using chi square analysis. These results 
are presented in Table 2. A significant effect was found, 
x2(4,H=159) = 17.32, £<.002. Males were more likely to be 
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rejected than females and less likely to be popular than 
females. Although there were several differences between 
males and females for peer acceptance and social status, 
there was no significant effect of gender on teachers' 
ratings of children as gifted, x2(l,H=159) = 2.02, £<.155. 
These results are presented in Table 3. 
Effects of gifted status. Gifted kindergarten children 
were more accepted than were nongifted children, as defined 
by peer acceptance (mean sociometric rating), F(l, 158) = 
14.969, p, <.01 and by social preference, F(l, 158) = 
20.237, p, <.01. There were no significant differences for 
"fight" nominations, "shy" nominations, "gets along" 
nominations, or for social impact. Means and standard 
deviations are presented in Table 4. 
The effect of gifted status on kindergartners' 
distributions into social status categories was also 
examined using chi square analysis. A significant effect 
was found, x2 (4,N=159)=17.38, p,<.002. These results are 
presented in Table 5. Non-gifted children were more likely 
to be rejected than gifted children and less likely to be 
popular than the gifted children. 
Ungraded Primary. 
Regular Classroom. The effects of relative age and 
gender on peer relations and peer nominated social behaviors 
were examined for gifted children (N=46) in regular ungraded 
primary classrooms. A 3 (relative age) X 2 (gender) between 
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subjects MANOVA was performed, with peer acceptance, social 
impact, social preference, "fight" nominations, "shy" 
nominations, and "gets along" nominations as dependent 
variables. There were no significant main effects, and 
there were no significant interactions. 
Effects of gender in the regular classroom. There were 
no significant effects of gender on peer acceptance, social 
impact, social preference, "fight" nominations, "shy" 
nominations, and "gets along" nominations for gifted 
children in the regular classroom. Means and standard 
deviations are presented in Table 6. 
Chi square analyses were used to test whether gender of 
gifted children affected their distributions into social 
status categories (Coie et al., 1982) for the regular 
classroom. There were no significant differences. The 
percentages of boys and girls in each social status category 
are presented in Table 7. 
Effects of relative age in the regular classroom. 
There were no significant effects of relative age on peer 
acceptance, social impact, social preference, "fight" 
nominations, "shy" nominations, and "gets along" nominations 
for gifted children in the regular classroom. Means and 
standard deviations are presented in Table 8. 
Chi square analyses were also performed on the data 
from gifted children in regular classrooms to test whether 
relative age affected the distribution of gifted children 
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into social status categories. There were no significant 
differences. The distributions of gifted children into 
social status categories by relative age in the regular 
classroom are presented in Table 9. 
Enrichment Program. The effects of relative age and 
gender on peer relations and peer nominated social behavior 
were examined for the same gifted children (N=46) in their 
enrichment program classrooms. A 3 (relative age) X 2 
(gender) between subjects MANOVA was performed with peer 
acceptance, social impact, social preference, "fight" 
nominations, "shy" nominations, and "gets along" nominations 
as dependent variables. There were no significant main 
effects and there were no significant interactions. 
Effects of gender in the enrichment program. There 
were no significant effects of gender on peer relations and 
peer nominated social behaviors in the enrichment program. 
Means and standard deviations are presented in Table 10. 
Chi square analyses were used to test whether gender 
affected the distribution of our sample of gifted children 
into social status categories in the enrichment classrooms. 
This analysis did not reach significance. The percentages 
of boys and girls in each social status category in the 
enrichment classroom setting are presented in Table 11. 
Effects of relative age in the enrichment program. 
There were no significant effects of relative age on peer 
relations and peer nominated social behaviors for our sample 
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of gifted children in their enrichment classrooms. Means 
and standard deviations are presented in Table 12. 
The effect of relative age on the distributions of 
these children into social status categories was examined 
using chi square analysis. No significant differences were 
found. The percentages of "younger," "average," and "older" 
children in each social status category are presented in 
Table 13. 
Effect of peer status between settings. Chi square 
analyses were used to test whether students maintained the 
same social status in the regular classroom and the 
enrichment classroom. This analysis did not reach 
significance. There was very little stability in social 
status across the two settings. The distribution of 
children in each social status category across both settings 
is presented in Table 14. 
Chapter V 
Discussion 
Kindergarten 
In kindergarten classrooms, children who were 
considered gifted were significantly more accepted by 
classmates than non-gifted students. In addition, 
non-gifted children in kindergarten classrooms were more 
likely to be rejected and less likely to be popular than 
gifted kindergarten children. It appears there were no 
differences between gifted and non-gifted kindergarten 
children for aggression, shyness, the ability to get along 
with others, or being noticed by others. 
In kindergarten classrooms, being male or female was 
also associated with differences in peer acceptance and 
social status. It appears that male students were less 
accepted than females. Also, male students were more likely 
to be nominated for fighting than were females. Gender 
differences did not seem to affect shyness, the ability to 
get along with others, or being noticed by others. Although 
there were differences between males and females for peer 
acceptance and social status, there was no effect for gender 
on teachers' ratings of children as gifted. 
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Research on peer status and peer acceptance of gifted 
kindergarten children was not found in searching past 
literature; although research on gifted children as young as 
3 years old has indicated that these children appear to 
demonstrate more prosocial behaviors than their non-gifted 
peers (Abroms & Gollin, 1980) . The current finding that 
gifted kindergarten children appear to be more accepted and 
more popular than the non-gifted students in their 
classrooms reflects similiar findings from past research of 
older gifted children (Luftig & Nichols, 1990). It may be 
that gifted children demonstrate more prosocial behaviors, 
which in turn may result in higher peer acceptance ratings 
and peer status than non-gifted children. 
Interpretation of the results for kindergartners is 
limited due to a possible confound in the method used to 
identify students as gifted. Each classroom teacher made 
the determination which children in his/her classroom were 
gifted by using a rating scale. There is a possibility that 
these teacher nominations do not completely reflect the 
students' ability due to preferences for children who 
demonstrate conforming, often called "teacher pleaser," 
behaviors in the classroom (Gallagher, 1994). Children with 
socially acceptable skills may be preferred by their peers, 
as well. According to Gallagher (1994) there is abundant 
evidence that teachers who have not been trained in 
identifying gifted students tend to nominate conforming 
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students. Gear (1978) reported that teachers with special 
training were twice as likely to correctly identify gifted 
children. We have no information on the training of these 
teachers; therefore, the findings for kindergartners could 
be partly the result of the students' socially competent 
behaviors, not their "giftedness." A more reliable and 
valid assessment of the kindergartner's intellectual ability 
would have been preferable. However, due to constraints of 
time and money, this option was not feasible; thus the 
teacher ratings were used. 
The present study is the first attempt to distinguish 
differences in the peer acceptance and social status of 
gifted children in regular kindergarten classrooms; 
therefore, all of the findings presented here are in need of 
replication and extension. It is particularly important for 
future research to use more reliable, more valid methods to 
determine the gifted status of kindergarten children. 
Another important implication for future research 
concerns the long term stability of these findings. 
Longitudinal research may be useful for indicating whether 
the higher peer acceptance and social status of these 
children persists in later years when they enter the 
ungraded primary classrooms. 
Ungraded primary 
In ungraded primary classrooms, the age relative to 
classmates and gender of gifted children did not seem to 
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affect peer acceptance, how much they are noticed by others, 
aggression, the ability to get along with others, or 
shyness. The reason may have been insufficient statistical 
power due to the relatively small sample size. Past 
research revealed that "younger" students were more likely 
to be rejected and/or neglected than were children who were 
"average" and "older" in age relative to classmates 
(Lemerise et al., 1995). Although there were no 
significant findings in the current study, the pattern of 
results suggested that younger gifted children may be more 
rejected than older gifted children (see Table 8). Future 
studies should explore this question with a larger sample. 
A previous study determined that gender affected the 
social status of gifted children in the classroom (Luftig & 
Nichols, 1990); gifted males and non-gifted females were 
more popular than non-gifted males and females. In the 
present study there were no statistically significant 
differences in acceptance or popularity for gifted males and 
females. However, there was a pattern of gender differences 
among gifted children in the ungraded primary classrooms 
which suggests that male gifted students may be somewhat 
more rejected and less popular than female gifted students 
(see Tables 6 & 7), although this pattern did not approach 
significance. There may also have been the lack of 
insufficient statistical power due to the relatively small 
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sample size; future researchers may want to explore this 
question with a larger sample. 
Several confounds may have influenced the present 
findings. First, the enrichment program was set up so that 
the children spent only a few hours a week in the program. 
Therefore, the children may not have known each other well 
enough to establish good social relationships, causing 
validity problems for the peer assessments. Second, the 
sample size (N=46) was relatively small and further research 
may result in more significant conclusions. Interestingly, 
when the children's social status in the regular classroom 
was compared with their social status in the enrichment 
classroom, almost none of the children maintained the same 
social status across settings. 
Future Considerations 
Future studies need to consider a longitudinal approach 
to examining the peer acceptance and social status of gifted 
children in all grades. Will these children maintain the 
same social status in later years, and if so, why? In the 
same respect, what types of skills are needed by those 
gifted children who maintain popularity and/or high peer 
acceptance? 
Also, due to the current restructuring of the school 
systems in Kentucky, the peer acceptance and social status 
of children in ungraded primary classrooms are areas that 
have not been fully researched and are just now beginning to 
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show significant results. Therefore, another question for 
future research may be, what will the role of gifted 
children be in the ungraded primary with social skills 
playing a larger role in the education of children? There 
are still many unanswered questions regarding the social 
status of gifted children and their influence on others. 
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Table 13 
Effect of Gender on Peer Relations for Kindergartners 
Status Males Females Effect 
Mean (SD) Mean (SD) 
Peer Acceptance -.32 (0.88) .36 (1.00) M<F* 
Fight Nominations .36 (1.05) -.41 (0.77) F<M* 
Shy Nominations .03 (0.96) -.04 (1.06) n.s. 
Get Along 
Nominations -.09 (0.98) .10 (1.03) n.s. 
Social Impact .06 (0.97) -.07 (1.10) n.s. 
Social Preference -.51 (1.48) .59 (1.79) M<F* 
Note. All means are z scores. M = male; F = female. 
*p < .01 
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Table 13 
Gender and Sociometric Status for Kinderaartners 
Male Female Total 
Status N i M % 1 1 
Rejected 34 40. . 0 17 23 . 0 51 32 .1 
Controversial 10 11. , 8 6 8. 1 16 10 .1 
Unclassified 10 11. , 8 13 17 . 6 23 4 .5 
Average 21 24. , 7 11 14. 9 32 20 . 1 
Popular 10 11. . 8 27 36. 5 37 23 .3 
Neglected 0 0. , 0 0 0. 0 0 0 .0 
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Table 13 
Gender and Gifted Status of Kindergartners. 
Group 
Gifted 
Nongi fted 
Male 
N 
17 20.0 
68 80.0 
Female 
N 1 
22 29.7 
52 70.3 
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Table 13 
Effect of Gifted Status on Peer Relations for Kinderaartners 
Status Gifted Nongifted Effect 
Mean (SD) Mean (SD) 
Peer Acceptance .55 (0, . 99) -.18 (0.94) N<G* 
Fight Nominations -.25 (0, . 88) . 08 (1.03) n. s. 
Shy Nominations -.28 (0. . 88) . 09 (1.03) n. s. 
Get Along 
Nominations .08 (1. . 02) -.03 (1.00) n. s. 
Social Impact -.10 (1. . 04) . 03 (1.03) n. s. 
Social Preference 1.07 (1. . 66) -.35 (1.60) N<G* 
Note. All means are z scores. N = "nongifted"; G = "gifted". 
*p < .01 
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Table 13 
Distribution into Sociometric Status Groups for Gifted and 
Noncrifted Kindergartners 
Gifted Nongifted Total 
Status N \ % N % 
Rejected 4 10.3 47 39.2 51 32.1 
Controversial 5 12.8 11 9.2 16 10.1 
Unclassified 6 15.4 17 14.2 23 14.5 
Average 7 17.9 25 20.8 32 20.1 
Popular 17 43.6 20 16.7 37 23.3 
Neglected 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
51 
Table 13 
Effect of Gender on Peer Relations for Gifted Children in 
the Regular Classroom 
Status Male Female Effect 
Mean (SD) Mean (SD) 
Peer Acceptance .59 (0 .72) . 85 (0 .58) n. s. 
Fight Nominations -.32 (0 .57) -.47 (0 . 64) n. s. 
Shy Nominations -.31 (0 . 90) . 06 (0 .75) n. s. 
Get Along Nominations .51 (1 .27) . 12 (0 . 93) n. s. 
Social Impact .07 (0 . 86) -.01 (1 .10) n. s. 
Social Preference .75 (1 .31) 1.30 (1 .08) n. s. 
52 
Table 13 
Gender and Sociometric Status for Gifted Children in Regular 
Classrooms 
Male Female 
Status H % H i 
Rejected 4 16.7 0 0.0 
Controversial 2 8.3 1 4.5 
Unclassified 5 20.8 4 18.2 
Average 2 8.3 1 4.5 
Popular 11 45.8 15 68.2 
Neglected 0 0.0 1 4.5 
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Table 13 
Effect of Relative Age on Peer Relations for Gifted Children 
in the Regular Classroom 
Status Young Average Old Effect 
Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) 
Peer 
Acceptance .36 (0.75) .87 (0.64) .79 (0.59) n.s. 
Fight 
Nominations -.41 (0.88) -.42 (0.51) -.35 (0.50) n.s. 
Shy 
Nominations .28 (1.19) -.30 (0.76) -.22 (0.59) n.s. 
Get Along 
Nominations -.07 (0.57) .60 (1.44) .39 (0.96) n.s. 
Social 
Impact -.28 (0.57) .02 (1.44) .25 (0.96) n.s. 
Social Preference .68 (1.21) .93 (1.17) 1.32 (1.30) n.s. 
*Note: Relative age refers to age, standardized within a 
classroom (z scores). Three groups were defined: 1) 
"younger" - age z score <-0.5; 2) "average" - age z score . 
-0.5 and < +0.5; 3) "older" - age z score > +0.5. All means 
are z-scores. 
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Table 13 
Relative Age and Sociometric Status of Gifted Children in 
the Regular Classroom 
Younger Average Older 
Status N % N % N % 
Rejected 2 18 .2 1 5.6 1 5.9 
Controversial 1 9 . 1 1 5.6 1 5.9 
Unclassified 2 18 .2 6 33.3 1 5.9 
Average 0 0 . 0 1 5.6 2 11.8 
Popular 5 45 . 5 9 50. 0 12 70.6 
Neglected 1 9 . 1 0 0.0 0 0.0 
*Note: Relative age refers to age, standardized within a 
classroom (z scores). Three groups were defined: 1) 
"younger" - age z score <-0.5; 2) "average" - age z score . 
-0.5 and < +0.5; 3) "older" - age z score > +0.5. 
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Table 13 
Effect of Gender on Peer Relations of Gifted Children in the 
Enrichment Classrooms 
Status Male Female Effect 
Mean (SD) Mean (SD) 
Peer Acceptance .12 (1. 10) .04 (0 .71) n. s. 
Fight Nominations .29 (1. 02) -.27 (0 . 60) n. s. 
Shy Nominations -.25 (0. 89) .34 (1 . 10) n. s. 
Get Along Nominations . 05 (0. 79) -.03 (1 .27) n. s. 
Social Impact -.03 (1. 07) -.12 (1 .35) n. s. 
Social Preference .48 (1. 70) -.11 (1 .31) n. s. 
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Table 13 
Gender and Sociometric Status of Gifted Children in the 
Enrichment Classrooms 
Male Female 
Status N % N 1 
Rejected 3 12.5 4 18.2 
Controversial 3 12.5 4 18.2 
Unclassified 7 29.2 6 27.3 
Average 1 4.2 5 22.7 
Popular 10 41.7 3 13.6 
Neglected 0 0.0 0 0.0 
57 
Table 13 
Effect of Relative Age on Peer Relations in the Enrichment 
Classrooms 
Status Young Average Old Effect 
Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) 
Peer 
Acceptance - .07 (0.83) .17 (0.90) .15 (1 .11) n. , s . 
Fight 
Nominations .22 (1.00) -.23 (0.80) .09 (0 .82) n. . s. 
Shy 
Nominations .21 (1.34) -.02 (0.84) -.12 (0 .84) n. , s . 
Get Along 
Nominations -.04 (0.72) -.01 (1.37) .12 (0 .95) n. , s. 
Social 
Impact .20 (1.17) -.37 (0.97) -.03 (1 .49) n. , s. 
Social 
Preference .18 (1.24) .35 (1.85) . 01 (1 .52) n. s. 
*Note: Relative age refers to age, standardized within a 
classroom (z scores). Three groups were defined: 1) 
"younger" - age z score <-0.5; 2) "average" - age z score . 
-0.5 and < +0.5; 3) "older" - age z score > +0.5. All means 
are z-scores. 
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Table 13 
Relative Acre and Sociometric Status in the Enrichment 
ClfrSSrQQing 
Younger Average Older 
H i N % N % 
Rejected 1 6.3 3 17 . 6 3 23 .1 
Controversial 4 25.0 0 0. . 0 3 23 .1 
Unclassified 5 31.3 4 23 . 5 4 30.8 
Average 2 12.5 4 23 . ,5 0 0.0 
Popular 4 25.0 6 35. .3 3 23.1 
Neglected 0 0.0 0 0. 0 0 0.0 
*Note: Relative age refers to age, standardized within a 
classroom (z scores). Three groups were defined: 1) 
"younger" - age z score <-0.5; 2) "average" - age z score . 
-0.5 and < +0.5; 3) "older" - age z score > +0.5. 
Table 14 
Social Status of Gifted Children Across Classrooms. 
Enrichment Classroom 
Rejected Controversial Unclassified Average Popular 
Reaular Classroom N % N % N % N % N 
Rejected 0 0. .00 1 0 . 25 0 0 .00 1 0. .25 2 0. .50 
Neglected 0 0. .00 0 0. . 00 1 1. 00 0 0 . 00 0 0 . 00 
Controversial 0 0. ,00 1 0. . 33 1 0. 33 1 0. ,33 0 0. .00 
Unclassified 2 0, .22 2 0 . 22 0 0. 00 1 0. .11 4 0 . 44 
Average 0 0, .00 2 0 .67 1 0. 33 0 0. .00 0 0 .00 
Popular 5 0, .19 1 0 .04 10 0. 38 3 0, .12 7 0 .27 
Figure Captions 
Figure 1. Five point rating scale used to determine degrees of liking. 
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